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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD  

 
 

MOBIGAME    ) 
Applicant,  ) 

     ) Opposition No. 91212834 
v.     ) Serial No. 79067304 
     ) Mark: EDGE 

Edge Games Inc.   ) Filing Date: January 12, 2009 
Opposer,  ) Publication Date: June 4, 2013 
   ) 

 
 

MOBIGAME’S RESPONSE TO THE OPPOSER 
 

1. First of all, MOBIGAME wishes to thank the USPTO for restoring our trademark application.  
 

2. The Opposer, Mister Tim Langdell has no ground for opposition; he sent two very long 
repetitive documents (11 & 12) containing lies and made up evidence to which we will 
respond in his letter. 

First, response to the document 11 (RESPONSE TO MOTION TO DISMISS) 

3. Mister Langdell says we “made a public statement on the internet that we were fully aware of 
the opposition proceedings and the board’s order”. The truth is, a journalist, also fan of our 
iPhone game EDGE wrote to us on Twitter. We don’t have time to read and answer properly 
to all our fans on Twitter.  
 
At this time (September 2013), Langdell was still harassing us, and that’s what we answered 
on Twitter to Craig Grannell on October 7, 2013. We did not read the link he sent to us, and 
we did not understand this matter was serious. In Exhibit A, please find the 2 emails sent to us 
by Tim Langdell before he started this opposition. We never answered to those emails. I want 
you to see them to prove Langdell was, harassing us, lying to us, trying to manipulate us. 
These emails are genuine. I admit there is a reference to the opposition he filled in the second 
email, but it’s buried under a lot of lies and I did not lose time to read all his emails after I 
understood he was a liar and a fraud. I did not consider them to be true (Future publishing 
would certainly not oppose our mark), I was certain it was a lie. The opposition was too fresh 
to appear on the USPTO website and I had no way to know it was serious. Later, I never 
received any official document about this opposition from the USPTO nor from Langdell.  
 
I also attach some exchange on twitter with Craig Grannell from 2009, and other tweets from 
other people in Exhibit B. I believe it proves that we receive a lot of tweets, including tweets 
about the bad faith and evilness of Tim Langdell, and we cannot answer, read, and investigate 
everything.  
 
To close this point, I never “made a public statement on the internet that we were fully aware 
of the opposition proceedings and the board’s order”. I only made a public statement on the 



internet that Tim Langdell was still harassing us. At this time I did not understand that he 
filled an opposition and that it was serious. 
 

4. Mobigame never received any copy of the notice of opposition. The opposer Tim Langdell has 
not proved we received the documents. Regarding the different exhibit of the opposer 
document: 
 
Opposer’s exhibit A: the opposer has not proved we received the documents. The certificate of 
service is a statement that the opposer claims he filed the documents. It is not evidence of 
delivery. 
Opposer’s exhibit B: the US Postal Service label does not evidence delivery of the package. 
Opposer’s exhibit C: the postage stamp label does not prove delivery. 
Opposer’s exhibit D: the return label does not prove delivery, only that the package was 
returned. 
The opposer states that express mail delivery is “assured”. This is an assumption and not 
based on any genuine proof of delivery. 
Opposer’s exhibit E: the opposer’s claim that the documents were reviewed is suspicious and 
is pure conjecture. It’s clearly another lie from mister Langdell to manipulate the USPTO. We 
challenge him to discover any finger print or DNA material from us on this document.  
 
As already said, we never received it and it’s amazing to read what Tim Langdell can imagine 
to say the contrary. 

 
5. On September 29, 2013 (Paris time), we received a blackmail from Tim Langdell, as you can 

see in Exhibit A. It proves Tim Langdell knew my email at least, we will use this argument 
later. We ignored this email at this time and we never answered it.  
 
This email merely states an intention to file an opposition action. It was sent before the actual 
filing date of the action and does not evidence the actual filing of a proceeding. At most, it 
indicates a dispute between the parties, but not the filing of an opposition action. Accordingly, 
opposer’s allegation that we made a knowing false statement is incorrect and entirely 
unreasonable. 
 
If you read our Exhibit A which contains the full uncensored version, the email at opposer’s 
exhibit F notifies us of the opposer’s AND Future publishing intention to file but is not 
evidence of actual service. Moreover it’s a lie because we have a friendly relationship with 
Future Publishing and they would never do that. You may understand that we don’t read 
carefully Langdell email because they make no sense, they are just blackmails. 
 
The email service is irrelevant anyway, since both parties have to agree to service of 
documents by electronic means, such as email.  
 

6. The opposer’s exhibit G is a pure invention. This email does not exist. Please note that 
Tim Langdell is well known for making up evidence. If you read the judgment of the court 
provided in my previous letter, you will see he made up specimen for applying trademark at 
the USPTO (it’s a federal crime) and he also made up emails and letters to manipulate some 
journalists and game developers. 
 



Of course on a technical note, every email comes with a header, this header include many 
technical information like an unique identifier for each email. In 2013 the emails of my 
company (and my email address used by Tim Langdell) are hosted by Google apps for 
business. 
 
It would be very easy to prove this email does not exist on Google server (I believe we can 
trust Google to be neutral in this matter). Tim Langdell never sent us the notice of opposition 
by email, and he never sent us any email like this on October 3, it’s totally fake. If the USPTO 
has any doubt, please ask Google. 
 

7. Our position about the tweet at opposer’s exhibit H is clear. Langdell was harassing us, as we 
proved with the Exhibit A. We also receive many tweets and we cannot consider all of them 
seriously. However we answered to Craig Grannell to let him know that Tim Langdell was 
still harassing us. We understood Craig was talking about Tim. Tim tried to register many new 
marks and the link pointing to the USPTO website was a good indication that it was about 
Tim Langdell again. But we never, never, never acknowledge anything publicly. We were not 
aware of this opposition, and we did not understand how serious it was when Craig Grannell 
tried to tell us. 
 
Also we never deleted this tweet, this is a pure invention of Tim Langdell. You can search on 
our twitter feed, you will see it has always been there and we never tried to hide anything. 
 
Mobigame has a registered trademark EDGE in France since 2008 and an international 
trademark since 2009. We applied for an extension to an U.S. trademark in January 2009. 
Since this day, we regularly check the status of our application. At the beginning we came 
very often, and we tried to alert the USPTO about Tim Langdell. But things move on only 
when Electronic Arts won a lawsuit against him, and a judge ordered all his mark to be 
cancelled. At this point we were pretty sure it was a victory! Our mark finally got published. 
Langdell was still harassing us, but we were sure it was the last move of a dying fool. With all 
the charges against him, how could we just imagine that he would seriously oppose our 
application? Langdell is manipulating the truth, and he made up evidences to tell us a story, 
which is a total lie. It’s crazy that we still have to answer him here. The place of this man is in 
jail! What he did (several times) is a federal crime, and the USPTO must sue him. 
 
As I said, we diligently monitor our application since January 2009. After 5 years of 
proceeding I may come only every six months, considering things did not move fast in 5 
years, why should they go faster now? Honestly, I don’t remember if I checked our application 
on October 2 precisely, but I did not know about this opposition. So if I did connect on the 
USPTO website between the two emails sent by Langdell (Exhibit A) between September 29 
and October 2, 2013, it could not be visible yet at this time, and I could not know about this 
opposition. 
 
Tim Langdell is a perjure, he has no ground for his opposition, all his marks are cancelled. I 
am fighting him for 6 years now! If you search on Google you will see that I will never give 
up until I win, for justice. So if I knew about the opposition, can someone explain why I 
would stay silent? It makes no sense. 
 



8. Langdell claims that I lied in my letter to the Director of the USPTO. Of course it is Langdell  
who is lying here. I did not know about this opposition. Langdell never sent me any document 
about this opposition (just a threat to do it maybe, in a blackmail). And I never received any 
document from the USPTO about this. I discovered it by myself while monitoring our mark 
during the year 2014. 
 

9. Our public address is really easy to find. A simple search on Societe.com, the French database 
for companies give our different addresses through time, as shown on Exhibit C. 
 
Langdell says that the website “French-corporate.com” is the official database for French 
companies, which is absolutely wrong. Howeover, this website still give the good address for 
our company contrary to what Langdell says, which is 50 rue du faubourg Saint Antoine, 
75012 Paris, as shown on Exhibit C. 
 
The link “contact” on our website allow you to send an email to us at 
contact.web@mobigame.net. But Langdell never sent anything to this address. Langdell 
proved himself that he knew that our office address had changed since his letter was returned 
as he admitted. But he did not try to provide us the notice of opposition in any other way. And 
the fact that Langdell is now fabricating evidence (a fake email sent on October 3, 2013) is 
really weird. As I said, it’s easy to prove it’s a made up email if we ask Google who host all 
our emails. 
 
Other recent trademarks of Mobigame at the USPTO have the correct address. 
 
Finally, Langdell could have asked me the correct address by email when he knew the one he 
had was wrong if he was acting in good faith, but he never did. 
 
The applicable rules with regard to service of papers read as follows: 
  
37 CFR § 2.119 Service and signing of papers. 
(a) Every paper filed in the United States Patent and Trademark Office in inter partes cases, 
including notice of appeal, must be served upon the other parties. Proof of such service must 
be made before the paper will be considered by the Office. A statement signed by the attorney 
or other authorized representative, attached to or appearing on the original paper when filed, 
clearly stating the date and manner in which service was made will be accepted as prima facie 
proof of service. 
(b) Service of papers must be on the attorney or other authorized representative of the party if 
there be such or on the party if there is no attorney or other authorized representative, and may 
be made in any of the following ways: 
(1) By delivering a copy of the paper to the person served; 
(2) By leaving a copy at the usual place of business of the person served, with someone in the 
person's employment; 
(3) When the person served has no usual place of business, by leaving a copy at the person's 
residence, with a member of the person's family over 14 years of age and of discretion; 
(4) Transmission by the "Express Mail Post Office to Addressee" service of the United States 
Postal Service or by first-class mail, which may also be certified or registered; 
(5) Transmission by overnight courier. 
(6) Electronic transmission when mutually agreed upon by the parties. 

mailto:contact.web@mobigame.net


Whenever it shall be satisfactorily shown to the Director that none of the above modes of 
obtaining service or serving the paper is practicable, service may be by notice published in the 
Official Gazette. 
(c) When service is made by first-class mail, "Express Mail," or overnight courier, the date of 
mailing or of delivery to the overnight courier will be considered the date of service. 
Whenever a party is required to take some action within a prescribed period after the service 
of a paper upon the party by another party and the paper is served by first-class mail, "Express 
Mail," or overnight courier, 5 days shall be added to the prescribed period. 
 
Further, Chapter 113.04 of the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board Manual of Procedure 
(TBMP) provides as follows: 
  
“A party located outside the United States generally cannot serve an adverse party by the 
manners of service specified in 37 CFR §§ 2.119(b)(1)-(3)37 CFR § 2.119(b)(1)- 37 CFR § 
2.119(b)(3). Moreover, a foreign party may not substitute its national postal service, or omit 
reference to the nation of the postal service employed, as a means of using 37 CFR § 
2.119(b)(4) manner of service; 37 CFR § 2.119(b)(4) requires transmission by the United 
States Postal Service.” 
  
“As a practical matter, parties located outside the United States must meet the service 
requirement through 37 CFR § 2.119(b)(5) - 37 CFR § 2.119(b)(6). Parties located outside the 
United States are strongly encouraged to list an e-mail address with the Board for the duration 
of the inter partes proceeding, and to seek written agreement from the adverse party to service 
by electronic transmission.” 
 
In light of the above the opposer’s delivery by first class mail or express mail was ineffective. 
The requirements are for overnight courier or electronic transmission, and we had no 
agreement with Tim Langdell to serve by email. 
  
It therefore appears that the opposer has not proved that the notice of opposition was actually 
served on us. All the exhibits in the Response to Motion to Dismiss are circumstantial 
evidence and do not prove actual service. And for the fake ones, like the made up email, they 
should be used by the USPTO to pursue Tim Langdell for perjury. 

 
 
To conclude this part, Tim Langdell never proved that I received any document he sent, or that I was 
aware of the opposition. But we proved he was harassing us again in October 2013, he was acting in 
bad faith, he made up fake emails and told a story different from the truth. He never really tried to alert 
us about the opposition and now he is trying to hide that. 
 

Last part, response to the document 12 (MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION; 
OPPOSITION TO THE RESTORAL OF THE MARK OR REINSTATEMENT OF 
OPPOSITION PROCEEDINGS; MOTION FOR SANCTIONS) 
 

10. The opposer is using the same arguments in this document. Opposer’s allegations of perjury 
clearly make no sense at all. I never lied to the USPTO. Since January 2009 I am doing my 
best to get this mark registered, I have no reason to lie about it. But I must fight Tim Langdell, 



who has been exposed publicly as a perjure, a fraud, a criminal, and a parasite. Even a judge 
of a federal court said it during the lawsuit when he ordered the USPTO to cancel all marks 
owned by Langdell. 
 
I am pretty sure the USPTO now has a clear picture and I prefer to keep this short. We are all 
losing enough time with Langdell, and it must stop now. 
 

11. On the opposition itself. Langdell has no mark EDGE anymore in class 9, and so he cannot 
challenge our application. This opposition has no legal ground. 
 
Neither opposer nor the Board sent us anything to alert us about this opposition in October 
2013. As a result, the opposition should be dismissed since we were not properly served with 
documents and properly notified of the proceedings. 
 

Conclusion  
 
For all the reasons exposed in this document, we ask the board to dismiss this opposition and to 
proceed to the registration of our mark.  
 
On a side note, we proved that Tim Langdell is still lying and fabricating evidence, he is still a parasite 
and we believe he is still harassing other companies or individuals. The only way to stop him is to put 
him in jail, and it should be easy to do for perjury. We ask you to consider seriously this option for the 
benefit of many other honest citizens acting in good faith. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
David Papazian, for Mobigame 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
  
 
 
 



Exhibit A 
 

 
 

Email from Tim Langdell received on September 29, 2013 where he tries to manipulate us (warning: 
the content of this email is full of lies) 

 



 
 

Email from Tim Langdell received on October 2, 2013. On the same day when he filled the opposition 
he tried to manipulate us and offer a “proposal for consent agreement”. We did not consider it 

seriously at all, it’s why we missed the reference to the “opposition filled today”, we thought he was 
lying as always. 



Exhibit B 
 
 

  
 

Mister Craig Grannell comments this case since 2009, he is a good journalist, we pay attention to his 
opinions but we can’t read everything he sends to us. 

 
 
 
 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 
 

A few Tweets to show that a lot of journalists, game developers and fans write to us a lot on Twitter 
about Tim Langdell, they call him a “Patent parasite”. We cannot read and investigate each Tweet. 

 
 
 
 
 



Exhibit C 
 

 
 



 
 

The office address of Mobigame is really easy to find on Internet 
 



 
 

The non official website used by Tim Langdell gives the correct address 


